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people to come into farming, many of
them in a small way. It is not a major
income. So the numbers of farmers do
not trail off as rapidly as they did at
the turn of the century, 100 years ago,
or all the way through the 1930s. Never-
theless, the concentration into about
170,000 large farms in this country is
pronounced. These farms are doing the
majority of the business, and about
600,000 farms in America plus or minus
a few do about four-fifths of all we do.

Trying to fashion a farm policy,
therefore, that fits these situations,
these diverse situations, is virtually
impossible. At the same time, we have
tried—all of us have tried. The bottom
line has been we have succeeded in
good part, but the debate continues be-
cause farms that do not make very
much on invested capital are in trouble
every year.

I do not know the answer to that
question. My guess is, in part, it is
being answered by age. The average age
of people who are farming increases.
The people who come to the distin-
guished occupant of the chair and to
me, who have, say, a 30-, 40-, 50-herd
dairy situation, say: What are we going
to do? I am 65, one farmer will say. I
would like to retire. I would like to get
a pension or my money out of this. The
son who is about 40, it is very doubtful
whether he wants to continue, whether
there is enough for a livelihood at a
middle-class level in our society, and
they come to us and ask for counsel as
to what to do. There is no good answer.
It finally has to be a gut feeling on the
part of that farmer.

The farm bill on which we are about
to embark, if we adopt the bill passed
by the Senate Agriculture Committee,
in my judgment, makes the situation
substantially worse. I do not paint this
in disastrous hues. My own judgment
is, regardless of what we do, this will
not be an irrevocable disaster for the
country, but I think some people will
get hurt. Among those who will get
hurt are probably the small, simply be-
cause most of the payments will go to
the large. The payments will be much
larger than they were before, so the
large will be even more consolidated
and confirmed in their situations. Land
values will continue to increase, maybe
not to a bubble situation but clearly
rising on the basis of not much behind
them.

The return on capital is still pretty
sketchy. If one were to take a look at
this, such as the people at the stock
market, it would be seen as a pretty
precarious Kkind of investment, and
based largely upon the general mood of
the public as a whole. Since this pros-
perity would not have been based on
the market necessarily but really on
the basis of our political debate and
public policy, that which is given can
be taken away.

I have no idea what the mood of the
Congress will be 2 or 3 years from now,
if in fact we have sustained deficits for
3 years as the Director of OMB has
prophesied we will. There is no farm
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program that is engraved forever. We
can pass a bill that has 5 years’ dura-
tion or 10, but each Congress can
amend that very substantially and
change it materially and must have the
right to do so on the basis of whatever
the crisis the country faces or its prior-
ities then.

That is why I fear the idea of 5 or 10
yvears of very large fixed payments to
40 percent of farmers who are in the
program as opposed to 60 percent who
are not, based on nothing more than
the fact that one has been a farmer in
the past, whether they are farming now
or not. It has some problems to it.
They are not being glossed over. I
think Senators must understand what
they are doing.

Having heard a lot of criticism about
fixed payments in the past, these so-
called AMTA payments, I am aston-
ished so many Senators are fully pre-
pared to do more of it now really with-
out any limitation. The bill I presented
does have limitations. The 6 percent
credit that one receives on the basis of
all the total whole farm income is fi-
nally limited to only $30,000 a farmer.
The Senate Agriculture bill we are now
considering could pay as much as
$500,000 to a single farm entity. In fair-
ness to my chairman, Senator HARKIN,
who has long believed there were prob-
lems in having such distortions, he
readily admits in order to obtain a ma-
jority support in the committee, he ac-
quiesced to those who wanted more.
For all I know, those limits are still
being raised, even as we speak, to ac-
commodate the situations of particular
Crops.

This does not bode very well for the
small family farm situation, or the
saving of everyone, or the general ethic
of the bill that is often presented that
way, or even those particular cases of
distress in the midst of the overall in-
creasing prosperity I described in the
overall report.

These are concerns that have led me
and others to suggest alternatives. In
the event the debate proceeds, we will
have that opportunity. I utilize this
time of deliberate and thoughtful de-
bate on the farm bill to bring forward
some of these facts and some of this in-
formation.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be allowed to
use up to the hour of time postcloture
that I am entitled to and that I be al-
lowed to speak as in morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ENERGY POLICY ACT OF 2002

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President,
today I joined Senator DASCHLE in in-
troducing the Energy Policy Act of
2002. This bill is a culmination of a
great deal of work involving several
committees in the Senate. In the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources alone, we had over 50 hearings
in the 106th and 107th Congresses that
relate to this bill.
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The staff of the committee, particu-
larly the majority staff, who have
worked on drafting the legislation we
introduced today, did yeoman’s work. I
will mention the individuals who
worked so hard on this: Of course, Bob
Simon, who is our staff director. This
list is in no particular order except per-
haps alphabetical, although I am not
sure that is exactly right. Patty
Beneke worked hard on various provi-
sions; Jonathan Black; Shelley Brown
helped us with the bill; Mike Connor;
Deborah Estes; Sam Fowler, who was
the principal draftsman on the bill;
Jennifer Michael; Leon Lowery; Shir-
ley Neff made tremendous contribu-
tions. Malini Sekhar, Vicki Thorne,
John Watts, Bill Wicker, and Mary
Katherine Ishee also made great con-
tributions.

So I want to publicly state my appre-
ciation to them for the good work they
did.

Although the bill that we introduced
today is the culmination of a great
deal of work, it is also in many ways
just a beginning. It is a starting point
for the next phase of the Senate’s con-
sideration of energy policy. Senator
DASCHLE has indicated he desires for us
to bring it up and debate this legisla-
tion and the entire subject area during
the first period of the next session.

One obvious question is why we in-
vested so much time on this topic of
energy in developing this bill. There
are two basic answers to that question.
First, energy is central to our present
and future economic prosperity. Any of
us who lived in the last few decades of
this country know we depend upon for-
eign sources for much of our energy.
Our economy is vitally dependent upon
reasonable prices for energy.

Second, there has been significant
changes in energy markets since the
last time Congress considered com-
prehensive energy legislation. The last
major energy bill we passed was the
Energy Policy Act of 1992. Since that
time, as a nation we have moved fur-
ther away from command and control
regulation of energy toward a system
that relies much more on market
forces to set the price of energy. In the
process, our energy markets have be-
come more competitive, more dynamic,
and there have been some significant
bumps in the road which we have all
observed.

Consumers are now more vulnerable
to the vagaries of energy markets and
the volatile prices for energy. The
structures to regulate these emerging
market forces are not fully developed,
as we could see very clearly in the last
few weeks with regard to the cir-
cumstances of Enron Corporation.

Gasoline supplies nationwide have
become increasingly subject to local
crises and to price spikes due to the
proliferation of inflexible local fuel
specifications and tight capacity in re-
fining and in pipelines.

Of course, the events of September 11
have caused many of us to reflect on
the inherent vulnerabilities of our en-
ergy transmission system. The time
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may be right for us to rethink how we
site energy infrastructure, the balance
between central and distributed gen-
eration of power in our electricity sys-
tem.

So Congress needs to respond to
these changes and challenges and op-
portunities. If we do so in a balanced
and comprehensive and forward-look-
ing way, then we can develop an energy
policy that will lead to a new economic
prosperity for the country and for the
world. But we will not get there simply
by perpetuating the energy policy ap-
proaches of the past. New ideas and ap-
proaches are needed as well as greater
investment to move into the future.

That is what this bill we have intro-
duced today tries to do. The bill has
three overarching goals. This chart
specifies what those are.

First, we try to ensure adequate and
affordable supplies of energy from a va-
riety of sources—from renewable
sources as well as from oil and gas and
coal and nuclear. I emphasize renew-
ables because, as I will indicate in a
few moments, that is an area to which
we have given too little attention.

Second, the bill improves the effi-
ciency and productivity of our energy
use, including energy reliability and
the productivity of our electric trans-
mission system and energy use in in-
dustry, in vehicles and appliances, and
in buildings.

The third overarching goal of this
legislation is to keep other important
policy goals in addition to our energy
policies, goals such as protection of the
environment and global-climate-
change-related issues—keep those
goals in mind as we sort through our
energy policy choices.

I think we can achieve these three
goals if we accelerate the introduction
of new technologies and if we create
flexible market conditions that em-
power energy consumers so they can
make choices that will benefit both
them and our society more generally.

This combination of new technology
and policy innovation in pursuit of a
diverse and robust national energy sys-
tem can be seen in the provisions of
this bill as they relate to the first
major goal. This is obtaining an ade-
quate and affordable supply of energy.
So let me start the discussion by
speaking first about this important
subject of renewable energy that I re-
ferred to a minute ago.

Our Senate bill contains numerous
provisions enhancing the contribution
of renewable forms of energy to our fu-
ture energy mix. Under the ‘‘business
as usual’’ approach of the House energy
bill, H.R. 4, which has been proposed at
various times on the Senate floor, the
contribution to our energy mix from
renewables will not substantially in-
crease over the next 20 years. The re-
sult will be an energy system, particu-
larly for the production of electricity,
that will go from being about 68 per-
cent based on coal and natural gas to
being about 80 percent based on those
two fuels. That overdependence would
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leave our country very vulnerable to
shortfalls in the delivery of either of
those commodities. Consumers would
be exposed to severe risks of price
spikes.

We clearly need more diversity in the
ways that we produce electricity in
this country, not less diversity. Our
overdependence does not make sense in
light of the commitments to renewable
energy that have been made in other
countries, particularly in Europe. This
chart demonstrates that very graphi-
cally. This chart is entitled ‘“‘Commit-
ment to Renewable Generation.’” This
is generation of electricity. The per-
centage increase in nonhydro renew-
able generation during the 5 years 1990—
1995—a 6-year period, I guess—here you
can see the percentage increase. In the
case of Spain, it was a little over 300
percent. In the case of Germany, it was
something over 150 percent—175 per-
cent. In the case of Denmark, it was
nearly 150 percent. Then it goes on
down until you get to the United
States, which is way down in the single
digits.

There are countries that did less dur-
ing that 5- or 6-year period than we did
but not many. Even France, which is
often held up as a model for its com-
mitment to nuclear power, has out-
paced the United States in recent years
in its investment in renewable sources
of electricity other than nuclear power.
The United States needs to lead the
world in renewable technologies.

We have abundant domestic renew-
able resources. The world market for
such technologies is capable of strong
growth in the future. Renewable tech-
nology leadership would help TU.S.
firms achieve a strong position in win-
ning those markets and thus creating
new jobs in our own country.

If our country is to lead the world in
renewable energy technologies, we
need to do a better job of getting those
technologies into the marketplace in
this country.

Our bill that we have introduced
today would boost future use of renew-
ables in five major ways. Let me sum-
marize those five ways.

First, the bill contains market incen-
tives that would triple the amount of
electricity produced from renewable
energy over the next 20 years. Here is
another chart that tries to show
graphically where we are today, slight-
ly after the year 2000, at less than 5
quadrillion Btus annually. This green
wedge shows what we would anticipate
as the growth in the production or gen-
eration of electricity from renewable
sources between now and the year 2020
under this legislation that we have in-
troduced.

These incentives include a renewable
portfolio standard that creates a mar-
ket for new renewable sources of elec-
tricity, whether they are wind or solar
or biomass or incremental hydro-
electric generation from existing dams.

A second market incentive is the
Federal purchase requirement for re-
newables that would grow to 7.5 per-
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cent of all Federal electricity pur-
chases by the year 2010. The renewable
energy production incentive, which is
an existing program to help rural elec-
tric co-ops and municipal utilities gen-
erate renewable energy, is also reau-
thorized in this bill and extended to in-
clude Indian lands which contain some
prime renewable resources. So that is
the first way in which this bill would
make an effort to boost our future use
of renewables.

The second is that the bill being in-
troduced today greatly expands the
contribution of renewable fuels such as
ethanol and biodiesel-powered vehicles
and transportation. By 2005, 75 percent
of the Federal Government’s vehicles
that can burn alternative fuels would
be required to do so, creating more
market certainty for renewable fuels
and their associated infrastructure.

By 2012, 5 billion gallons a year of re-
newable fuels would be blended into
our gasoline, decreasing our import de-
pendence on foreign oil.

The third way in which the bill helps
renewables contribute more to our en-
ergy mix is by removing existing regu-
latory barriers that affect renewable
energy. For example, wind and solar
power can be effectively tapped by
small distributed generation systems,
but current practices and rules in the
marketplace often discriminate
against distributed generation. Our bill
tries to deal with this problem by re-
quiring electric utilities to offer their
customers net metering, in which a
customer can offset his electric bill by
the amount of electricity that he gen-
erates and sells to that local utility.

The bill also requires fair trans-
mission rules for intermittent genera-
tion such as wind and solar.

Finally, the bill mandates easier
interconnection for distributed energy
production into the interstate trans-
mission grid and requires States to ex-
amine ways to facilitate that inter-
connection of distributed energy into
local electric distribution systems as
well.

A fourth major way in which our bill
promotes renewables is by dissemi-
nating information about and facili-
tating access to areas of high resource
potential, particularly on our public
lands. There are many places in this
Nation and my State that have un-
tapped renewable energy potential. The
bill creates a pilot program at the De-
partment of Energy and in the Forest
Service for development of wind and
solar energy projects on Federal lands.

A fifth and final area in which the
bill helps make renewable energy a big-
ger part of our energy picture in the fu-
ture is through enhanced research and
development programs. These research
and development programs in our bill
at the Department of Energy will grow
from an authorized level of $500 million
in fiscal year 2003 to $733 million by fis-
cal year 2006.
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I would like to briefly talk about
some of the other more traditional en-
ergy supply sources in addition to re-
newables that we try to promote and
encourage in this legislation.

Natural gas is one of those in our Na-
tion at a crossroads major policy deci-
sion with regard to energy security.
U.S. natural gas demand is expected to
increase from 23 trillion cubic feet per
year. Demand is expected to be about
35 trillion cubic feet per year by 2020.
Much of that demand is going to be
driven by the use of natural gas for
electricity generation because, as we
build more powerplants to produce
more electricity, virtually all of those
new powerplants that are coming on
line—not all, but many of those new
powerplants that are coming on line—
are expected to use natural gas.

As you can see from this chart, which
goes from the period of 1970 through
2020, today there is more consumption
of natural gas than there is production
in the country. But it is not a very
major gap. As we move forward for the
next 20 years, that gap grows. Our con-
sumption of natural gas is going to in-
crease more quickly than the produc-
tion of natural gas is expected to in-
crease.

We tried to follow the developments
in this field internationally to under-
stand what is occurring. We have a
very disturbing development of which I
think the Senate needs to be aware and
of which our entire country needs to be
aware.

As a result of this gap that I have
pointed out on this chart, as a nation
we are at the risk of becoming depend-
ent upon imported natural gas brought
to our shores in tankers for a substan-
tial portion of the gas that we con-
sume.

The countries on which we would
rely for much of that gas are prone to
political instability. They are in the
early stages of forming an OPEC-like
organization for natural gas exporters.

There is a cover story in the June
2001 issue of OPEC’s Bulletin that dis-
cusses Iran hosting an inaugural meet-
ing of the Gas Exporting Counties
Forum.

As a nation, we do not want to be in
the position of having to deal with a
cartel in natural gas in addition to the
cartel we already deal with related to
oil.

Our bill takes several steps to come
up with a different policy for natural
gas.

We increase funding for research to
develop domestic natural gas deposits
in deepwater areas in the Gulf of Mex-
ico and in harder to tap geologic for-
mulations on shore.

We provide research funds to explore
the potential of methane hydrates that
are trapped on the ocean floor at great
depths.

The bill authorizes more funds to fa-
cilitate the permitting and leasing of
Federal lands for natural gas produc-
tion in places where that is environ-
mentally acceptable.
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The bill addresses a number of devel-
oping problems in natural gas produc-
tion, such as conflicts over coal bed
methane and hydraulic fractures and
to bring these conflicts to resolution
before they reach crisis proportions.

But even these steps, which I believe
will be useful and important, will not
be enough to close the gap that is re-
flected on this chart. The most signifi-
cant step the bill tries to take for fu-
ture natural gas supply is to provide
enough financial incentives so that we
see the construction of a pipeline to
bring down from Alaska the vast re-
serves of natural gas that have been
discovered and have already been de-
veloped in the Prudhoe Bay region.

The Presiding Officer and I had the
opportunity to visit there earlier this
yvear. The existing reserves are esti-
mated to be over 30 trillion cubic feet
of gas. It is estimated that the total
natural gas resources on the North
Slope of Alaska could be in the order of
100 trillion cubic feet. A natural gas
pipeline from Alaska to the lower 48
States would provide at least 4 billion
to 6 billion cubic feet of natural gas per
day before the end of this decade.

Once the pipeline is constructed, it
would provide gas to American con-
sumers for at least 30 years. It would
be a stabilizing force in natural gas
prices as well.

The project makes a great deal of
sense. But it has not happened because
there is a lack of certainty about the
investment risk of building such a
major pipeline.

We are talking about an enormous
undertaking. The pipeline would be one
of the largest construction projects
ever undertaken. It would create a
massive number of jobs in Alaska, in
Canada, and in the lower 48. The
project would require the construction
of the largest gas treatment plant in
the world, and the laying of about 3,600
miles of pipe requiring 5 million to 6
million tons of steel.

The preliminary estimates are the
cost would be in the range of $40 bil-
lion. But since natural gas prices vary
from $2 to $10—which we have seen that
just in the last 12 months—per mcf it is
hard for the market to take on this
challenge by itself. So we are proposing
legislation that would expedite the
process for permitting, for providing
rights-of-way, and certifications that
are needed for the U.S. segment of the
pipeline.

The Government would step up and
offer to underwrite loans for 80 percent
of the cost of the line that is con-
structed within the United States.

There are various other provisions
which we think would improve the
likelihood that this pipeline would be
built in the near future.

I believe it is important for the Sen-
ate to be proactive on this project—not
simply to sit back, cross our fingers
and hope that the various companies
that are looking at this decide to go
ahead.

If we do not act while there is sub-
stantial private sector interest in
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building this pipeline, we will lose an
important opportunity to bolster our
national energy security in natural
gas.

As a consequence, we might well be
hearing speeches 10 to 20 years from
now about our dependence on foreign
natural gas which would sound a lot
like the speeches we have been hearing
about our dependence on foreign oil.

Since I mentioned oil, let me say a
few things about what we have in this
bill related to oil, and the ways we are
trying to increase domestic production
of oil.

(Mr. DAYTON assumed the chair.)

Mr. BINGAMAN. When you hear all
the rhetoric about drilling in the Arc-
tic National Wildlife Refuge—and we
have heard various speeches about that
in this Chamber—one would think it is
the only place in the United States
where we could find more oil. That is
far from true. There are 32 million
acres of the outer continental shelf off
the coast of Texas, Louisiana, and Mis-
sissippi that have already been leased
by the Government to oil companies
for exploration and production. They
are shown on this map I show you by
these yellow blocks.

There is no requirement that any leg-
islation be passed in order for drilling
to occur in these areas. These are areas
that have been leased. They can be
drilled. We need to do what we can to
encourage the actual development of
those leases.

In addition to the production off the
Gulf of Mexico, there are outstanding
prospects for increased production
from the National Petroleum Reserve—
Alaska.

Again, the Presiding Officer and I
had the opportunity to see the promise
that some of the oil companies obvi-
ously felt about the potential produc-
tion there.

Under the Clinton administration,
the previous administration, leasing
was expanded in this area. Industry
made some major finds. There is no law
that needs to be passed in order for ad-
ditional leasing to occur in that area.
I, for one at least, believe that is an ap-
propriate place for us to be pursuing
additional oil production.

If the problem really is not finding
areas to lease under current law, then
why is there not more domestic pro-
duction going on in the areas that are
already leased for exploration and pro-
duction? We need to look at that ques-
tion. That is not a simple question to
answer.

We need to look at the differences be-
tween our Federal and State royalty
and tax policies and those of other
countries with oil and gas resources.
We have provisions in this bill to try to
have that analysis done.

A second proposal to boost domestic
production in the near future is to pro-
vide adequate funding for the Federal
programs that actually issue new
leases and new permits for oil and gas
production. For all the rhetoric from
the administration about the need to
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boost domestic production, in its last
budget request, the administration did
not ask for adequate funding to do this
work properly. The result of inad-
equate funding for U.S. land manage-
ment agencies is delay and frustration
on the part of U.S. oil and gas pro-
ducers. This bill calls for increased
budget levels for those functions. The
Federal Government can then take the
necessary steps to make oil and gas
leasing faster and more predictable
where it is already permitted.

The bill also contains increased re-
search and development funding to sup-
port domestic oil and gas production
by smaller companies and independent
producers. These entities account for
the majority of on-shore U.S. produc-
tion of oil. They do not have the re-
sources to do their own exploration and
production research and development.

Let me say a few words about coal.
This is an important contributor to our
current energy supply picture.

Fifty-nine percent of our electricity
generation nationwide is based on coal.
This chart I show you is a good back-
ground chart for anyone interested in
how we produce electricity in this
country. You can see this top line is
coal. That represents the 59 percent to
which I just referred. Fifty-nine per-
cent of our electricity generation is
based on coal. We have tremendous
coal resources. We have been called the
“Saudi Arabia of coal” by some.

But coal’s place in our energy future
needs to be clean and needs to be emis-
sion-free. Coal-based generation, as we
all know, produces more greenhouse
gas emissions per Btu of energy output
than does natural gas-fired generation
that I was talking about a few minutes
ago. Other pollutants from coal-fired
plants have been the source of regional
tensions between States where coal-
fired plants are located and States that
are downwind from those plants.

Coal is too important a resource to
write off. Technology holds a promise
for dramatically lowering, even to zero,
the emissions from coal-based plants.
This bill takes a very forward-looking
approach to the issue by authorizing a
$200 million per year research and de-
velopment demonstration program
based on coal gasification, carbon se-
questration, and related ultraclean
technologies for burning coal.

The proposal was a result of a strong
bipartisan push in our committee by
Senator EVAN BAYH and Senator CRAIG
THOMAS and is one more example of the
crucial role that research and develop-
ment is going to play—and needs to
play—in shaping our energy future.

Research and development are also
keys to the future of nuclear power in
this country. Nuclear reactors emit no
greenhouse gases, so on that basis one
would think they are an option that we
should be looking at for the future. But
nuclear plants have other characteris-
tics that are not as attractive. They
have very high up-front capital costs
compared to other generating options.
That puts them at a disadvantage in
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the marketplace. The nuclear waste
problem is not yet solved. Nuclear safe-
ty is a continuing concern for many in
the public. Our cadre of nuclear sci-
entists and engineers is growing older
and dwindling, and we are not seeing a
large supply of students being trained
to help us deal with nuclear issues in
the future.

This bill takes on these problems by
focusing on research and development
on new nuclear plant designs that
might address these problems and on a
program to strengthen university de-
partments of nuclear science and tech-
nology.

The bill also contains a partial reau-
thorization of the basic nuclear liabil-
ity statute; that is, the Price-Anderson
Act. The part that is in the bill deals
with liability of Department of Energy
nuclear contractors, including the Na-
tional Laboratories that are a signifi-
cant source of our national nuclear ex-
pertise. The other main part of the
Price-Anderson Act, dealing with the
commercial nuclear power industry, is
being developed by the Committee on
Environment and Public Works and is
expected to be offered by them as an
amendment when we get to the floor
consideration of the bill.

Hydropower is another source of en-
ergy supply that this bill addresses re-
lated to electricity generation. Many
hydroelectric facilities are reaching
the age at which their original licenses
under the Federal Power Act are about
to expire. The process of relicensing
these facilities needs to be protective
of the environment, predictable for 1li-
censees, and efficient in the way it is
administered.

We have been working for months
with both the hydropower industry and
the environmental groups to develop a
consensus on how to achieve these
goals. There is strong bipartisan inter-
est in moving in that direction. We are
committed to working toward this end.
We have worked with Senator CRAIG
extensively on this issue. We look for-
ward to continuing that communica-
tion and hope that by the time this bill
comes to debate on the floor we have a
consensus on that issue.

A final way in which the bill focuses
on increasing the supply of domestic
energy is through a series of provisions
facilitating the development of energy
resources on Indian lands. Let me say
that is an important new area we are
trying to put some emphasis on in the
bill.

The second of the major overarching
goals that I mentioned at the begin-
ning of my comments was this need to
use energy supplies more efficiently
and productively. So far, we have
talked about how to increase supplies
of energy through renewables, through
oil, gas, coal, hydroelectric, and nu-
clear.

Let me refer now to parts of the bill
that deal with this second overarching
goal: how to use energy supplies more
productively and efficiently.

As I have mentioned consistently
throughout the past year, you cannot

S12429

have a sound energy policy based only
on production or only on conservation.
We need to focus on both. Our energy
policy needs to combine programs that
boost supplies with programs that use
those supplies more efficiently.

The first major way in which we can
use our energy supply more efficiently
is by having an electricity trans-
mission system that is ready for the
challenges of the next century. Elec-
tricity is essential to our modern way
of life, yet our electric system largely
operates on a design that is nearly a
century old.

We have vulnerabilities in our cur-
rent system. We just excerpted some of
the headlines from national news-
papers, and I have put those up here on
a chart to remind people of what we
were hearing in the news and on tele-
vision earlier this year.

Let me just read a few of these:
“Electricity crisis: The Grinch that
stole Christmas.”” That was last Christ-
mas.

“Happy holidays. Now turn off that
Christmas tree.”” That was last Christ-

mas.
‘‘California declares power emer-
gency.” ‘‘Blackout threat remains as
California scrambles.”’ “California

power woes affect entire west coast.”
“Energy chief moves to avert Cali-
fornia blackouts.” ‘“‘Utilities seek im-
mediate rate hike to avoid bank-
ruptcy.” Those are the types of head-
lines we were seeing at the end of last
year and early this year.

We need to address the issue of elec-
tricity generation and transmission.
The central challenge we face with
electricity is to have two elements:
First, to have market institutions that
ensure reliable and affordable supplies
of electricity and, second, to have poli-
cies that favor future investments in
new technologies that give consumers
real choices over their energy use. We
have provisions in this bill to do just
that.

I could go through those provisions
in detail. Since I notice there are oth-
ers wishing to speak, I will skip over
some of these and move on to the high-
lights of the rest of the bill.

A second way in which we need to in-
crease efficiency in the various uses of
energy is in the fuel efficiency of vehi-
cles. The bill contains two provisions
in that regard: One that mandates
higher fuel efficiency in the vehicles
purchased by the Federal Government
for civilian use, and a second that pro-
vides a framework for the Department
of Energy to assist States in expanding
scrappage programs to get old fuel in-
efficient vehicles off the roads. This is
cash for clunkers, as it has been re-
ferred to by some.

I know Alan Binder has spoken elo-
quently about how important he thinks
it is that we pursue that course both
for our energy future and as a way to
get cash into the hands of people to
stimulate the economy at this point.

Let me move to one other chart to
make the point that we do need to deal
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with this issue of transportation, if we
are going to begin to deal with total oil
demand in the country. This is a chart
that shows U.S. o0il consumption in
millions of barrels per day. It goes
from the year 1950 to the year 2020.
This line, which is here at 2000, sort of
shows where we are today. You can see
that the total oil demand has been in-
creasing and is expected to keep in-
creasing. Total transportation demand
has been increasing and is expected to
keep increasing.

Domestic oil production has been de-
clining since about 1970. That is not
going to change. Domestic oil produc-
tion is going to continue to decline.

We can affect it. Domestic o0il pro-
duction, if ANWR is opened, will be af-
fected. It will increase it somewhat.
That is reflected with this little red
line. But when you look at what are
the steps that can be taken that will
have a major impact on this total oil
demand, this top number, you can see
that doing something about transpor-
tation demand is by far the largest ac-
tion that we can take.

The Commerce Committee is having
a hearing tomorrow on this very issue.
They are intending to develop a pro-
posal to bring to the Senate as an
amendment to this bill to indicate a
change in the requirements, the cor-
porate average fuel efficiency require-
ments, the CAFE standards, fuel effi-
ciency standards, and I look forward to
seeing what they propose. I do believe
it is important we take serious steps in
this regard. The House-passed bill did
not do that.

We as a Nation have to come to grips
with this issue. The technology is
there. This is not something we have to
go out and speculate on as to whether
the technology could be developed that
will get us better fuel efficiency. We all
know Senator BENNETT, our good friend
from Utah, has a hybrid electric vehi-
cle he parks right out here at the Sen-
ate steps. I complimented him on it. I
asked him yesterday: What kind of fuel
efficiency do you get on that car? He
said: 53 miles per gallon in town. Now,
that is a clear signal to me that the
technology is there. We can produce
more efficient vehicles. We should do
that. We should provide incentives for
people to use those.

There are other steps. The Federal
Government can do a much better job
of increasing efficiency in the energy it
uses. We have included various provi-
sions to encourage that. Industrial en-
ergy efficiency can be dramatically im-
proved. We have various provisions to
encourage that. Commercial and con-
sumer products can be much more effi-
cient than they are, and we have provi-
sions in the bill to encourage that.

There is a new generation lighting
initiative in this bill which I believe is
a major step in the right direction. We
are still using incandescent light bulbs,
just as Thomas Edison taught us.
There is no reason why we can’t be
using much more advanced technology
which is much more efficient. About 25
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percent of the power that goes into
most lighting fixtures actually winds
up being translated into light. The rest
goes off in heat. We can do much better
than that. This next generation light-
ing initiative we believe will help U.S.
industry to meet that challenge and
help our country to benefit from the
development of those new technologies.

We also have a provision for substan-
tially increasing the effort for energy
efficiency assistance programs. This is
the LIHEAP program, the Low-Income
Home Energy Assistance Program.
Many people depend upon that as we
get into the winter months. You do not
know it today by the temperature out-
side, but there are cold days coming. In
the winter, this is an extremely impor-
tant program. And also in the summer,
when air conditioning is needed, this is
an extremely important program for
many of our citizens. We propose in-
creases there.

A third and final overarching goal of
the bill is to balance energy policy
with other important societal consider-
ations. Energy production and use
comes associated with a host of con-
sequences for the environment. We
need to strike the right balance among
energy, the environment, and the econ-
omy. That balance is what we are sent
to Washington to try to find. This bill
addresses the issues in a number of
ways. Several provisions of the bill
deal with the legacy of past problems
posed by energy production and use for
the environment.

We have major provisions to focus
the attention of the country and the
Government on dealing with the issue
of global climate change, a proposal
Senators BYRD and STEVENS made ear-
lier this year that has been considered
in the Governmental Affairs Com-
mittee, setting up an office to look at
global climate change to come up with
a policy and coordinate our govern-
mental response to that issue. That is
a proposal the bulk of which we have
included in this legislation.

That is a very important part of the
bill. T have said from the beginning of
the discussion about an energy bill
that we needed to have one that inte-
grated energy policy with climate
change policy, and we have tried very
hard to do that.

We also have provisions in the bill to
reconcile energy policy with the needs
we have for security of our energy in-
frastructure. The events of September
11 have caused us to think about poten-
tial security vulnerabilities of the en-
ergy infrastructure. This is an area
where there is a considerable amount
of work that has been done, but more
needs to be done. We have provisions to
focus on the Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve, to direct the administration to
fill the Strategic Petroleum Reserve.
We also have provisions related to se-
curity of other parts of our energy in-
frastructure.

Let me say a couple of words about
why we have not included a provision
in this bill to open the Arctic National
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Wildlife Refuge to drilling. If you take
all of the discussion about energy pol-
icy that has occurred in the Chamber
over the last 10 or 11 months, you
would think that this was the center-
piece, this is the main thing the coun-
try needs to be doing to solve its en-
ergy problems. I dissent from that
view. I do not believe this is the center-
piece of our energy policy. This is a
case of the tail wagging the dog.

I do believe that opening the wildlife
refuge for drilling is not an essential or
substantial part of solving our national
energy needs in the future. As you can
see from this chart, it does increase
production domestically. It does not
increase it to such an extent that our
problems of growing dependence on for-
eign sources of oil are solved.

That debate is one that I am sure we
will have, and we have had it already
many times in the Senate Chamber. We
will have an opportunity to have it
again when this bill comes up, and each
Senator has a strongly held view on
the subject.

Let me put up one final chart and
then I will conclude. Earlier this year,
President Bush appointed a task force
and asked Vice President CHENEY to
head the task force and work up a so-
called energy plan for the country,
look at our long-term energy needs. Al-
though that plan was severely criti-
cized by some, I thought there were
some constructive suggestions in it. I
didn’t agree with everything in it, but
I thought there were constructive sec-
tions in it.

The administration recommended
that the Congress act in 10 different
policy areas. We have those on this
chart. They range from electricity, to
energy tax incentives, expedited Alas-
ka gas pipeline construction, and on
down through the list. The House-
passed legislation, H.R. 4, which has
been proposed here at various times on
the Senate floor, addresses 5 of the 10
key areas that the administration pro-
posed that we address.

The legislation we are introducing
today addresses 9 of the 10 key issue
areas. I am not saying the administra-
tion embraces every aspect of what we
proposed in each of these nine areas,
but in many respects we do believe we
are making recommendations that are
consistent with that energy plan that
was earlier issued by the administra-
tion. We believe these issues should not
be partisan. We believe there is a great
deal of common ground that we can
find on energy issues. I look forward to
working with my colleagues on the
Democratic side and the Republican
side in identifying ways this bill can be
improved, if there are suggestions out
there. The bill is there for anyone to
study and to suggest improvements. I
think, in many ways, having it avail-
able for that kind of scrutiny over the
next weeks, until we get into the new
session after the first of the year, will
be very good and will help us produce a
better product for the American peo-
ple.



